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the amount of money flowing into or
out of the Federal Government. As a
result, you can reach balance.

Of course, assumptions have been
part of the debate. That is why we have
insisted there be a core score of as-
sumptions called the Congressional
Budget Office. But that really is not
the essence of how you resolve the
issue, because the essence of how you
resolve the issue is what structural
changes, what changes have you made
in the way this Government functions
that will guarantee or at least give us
significant hope that we will be able to
bring under control the expenditures of
Government or the rate of growth of
the expenditures of Government in a
manner which will allow us to be able
to afford the size of the Federal Gov-
ernment over the next 7, 10, 15 years.

If you are going to address that issue,
it is not so much reaching a balanced
budget, it is the programs that drive
Federal spending. So as we evaluate
the process of reaching a balanced
budget and what is occurring at the
White House, I suggest we look at a few
issues because those are the issues that
are going to really determine whether
or not we are successful.

It is not so much whether the num-
bers that are put on the table after this
meeting at the White House, which
hopefully will be successful, is arrived
at that say, yes, there is a balance by
the year 2002; it is not so much those
numbers that are important, it is the
programmatic activity that underlies
that.

In this area, the core issue is the
issue of entitlement spending. Entitle-
ment spending are those programs
which people have a right to have the
Federal Government spend money on
them because of their physical situa-
tion, their financial situation, because
of their situation in their lifestyle.
Those entitlement programs are the
core problem that is driving the Fed-
eral debt.

In fact, in the year 2015, all the reve-
nues of the Federal Government will be
absorbed by the entitlement programs.
We will not have any money to spend
on national defense or cleaning up the
environment or having better schools.
We will be spending everything just on
entitlement programs.

So the issue of whether or not we are
going to bring under control Federal
spending and whether or not we are
going to be able to pass to our children
and this country a fiscally solvent one
versus one that is bankrupt, and
whether our children will have an op-
portunity for prosperity really comes
down to how we address these entitle-
ment programs during this process.

In doing that, I think we can score
the activities by looking at a few spe-
cifics. If the proposal that comes out of
the agreements or the discussions
which are now going on with the White
House—assuming there is a proposal;
and I certainly hope there will be—but
if such a proposal does not aggressively
and affirmatively address those enti-

tlement programs, then it will be es-
sentially a facade, and we will have ac-
complished little. The pain that these
Federal employees are going through
subject to the continuing resolution
failure will be for naught, and how can
we know whether or not there has been
substantive change or substantive ac-
tion taken on the entitlement pro-
grams.

Let me lay down a few benchmarks
that I think we should look at. There
are three basic programs that we are
talking about here: Medicare, Medic-
aid, and welfare reform.

In the Medicare accounts, clearly
there has to be a new way to deliver
services. There has to be more oppor-
tunity for competition. Our senior citi-
zens have to be given more choices,
more opportunity to go out in the mar-
ketplace, like their kids today, and be
able to purchase services other than
just what is known as fee for service.
Thus, any reform that comes out of
this process must involve the use and
the utilization of marketplace forces in
a very aggressive way. It must allow
seniors to do as their children are
doing today, which is to opt into other
types of health care delivery, whether
it happens to be an HMO, a PPO, or a
group of doctors, or a PSO, which is an-
other form of doctors and hospitals
practicing together. Those various op-
tions must be made available to our
seniors. And I hope that in any resolu-
tion of this matter—it must have that
type of a choice program in it, a real
choice program, and it cannot be just
what we presently have in our Medi-
care system, which is basically an illu-
sory choice program.

You can also look at the Medicare re-
form effort and determine whether or
not it is real by what the rate of the
premium payment is. If we go back to
a 25-percent rate of premium as being
the part B premium borne by senior
citizens, then we will know that basi-
cally there has been a sellout, that
nothing has really happened.

The fact is that 31.5 percent is what
is needed as the part of the part B pre-
mium to be paid by seniors if we are
going to have a solvent trust fund. Sen-
iors cannot expect that the Medicare
trust fund will remain solvent if they
are going to ask their children to basi-
cally subsidize, at an ever-growing
rate, the cost of the part B premium.

The seniors cannot expect the Medi-
care system to remain solvent. Seniors
have to be willing to pay their fair
share. By paying their fair share and
maintaining the premium at 31.5 per-
cent is clearly a core test issue.

Another test is whether or not there
are copayments, especially whether or
not we have a situation where, on the
part B premium, people with high in-
comes are required to pay the full cost
of the premium. Today, we have the
top 500 of retirees from IBM last year
being subsidized by the folks who are
working at the restaurant, down at Joe
and Mary’s Diner or at the local gas
station, and it is not right, it is not

fair. They are being subsidized to the
extent of almost 68.5 percent, the cost
of their part B premium, and that is
not correct.

So any reform that comes out of this
agreement has to have some sort of un-
derstanding that high-income individ-
uals will bear the full cost of their part
B premium.

In the Medicaid accounts, it is very
obvious that Medicaid has not worked
the way it was supposed to. Nor has
welfare. If we are going to make them
work effectively, we have to give the
States the flexibility to run the pro-
grams and to initiate original and
imaginative approaches to running the
programs. We have to end this huge
drainoff of funds which is going into
bureaucracy instead of going into care
in the area of Medicaid and going into
direct support in the area of welfare.

Today, I think it is less than 40 cents
of every welfare dollar actually gets to
the recipient. The rest goes to over-
head. In most States, the administra-
tive costs represent about 15 percent of
what the operating costs are of a pro-
gram. So the difference between those
two numbers is what States feel they
can have available to address the needs
of people versus ending up funding bu-
reaucracies.

So any program that is going to ef-
fectively address the outyear drivers of
our budget problems, specifically the
entitlement programs, must address
the fact that Medicaid and welfare
must be decoupled from the entitle-
ment train and be returned to the
States to be operated as States’ pro-
grams with the flexibility being given
to the State governments where there
is as much compassion as in Washing-
ton to deliver these services to the less
needy and to the more needy individ-
uals.

So these are some of the tests of
whether or not we will reach an agree-
ment which is real versus one that is
illusory, and in looking at any bal-
anced budget agreement, it is essential
that we look at those tests because it
is essential that we have an agreement
that is real.

I thank the Chair for his courtesy
and yield back my remaining time.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The Senator from Ohio.
f

HOSTAGE TAKING IS NOT PRETTY

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, let me
join with those who complimented Sen-
ator DOLE for taking the leadership
yesterday in sending a clean continu-
ing resolution to provide Government
funding over to the House. I not only
want to compliment Senator DOLE, I
also want to compliment all the Repub-
licans on their side of the aisle in the
Senate because Senator DOLE made
that proposal, knowing full well that
he had unanimous consent, or he would
not have made it. So I want to not only
congratulate him but also the Repub-
licans on the other side who I feel are
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working in good faith trying to bring
this to an end.

Yesterday afternoon, I was making a
couple of notes for some remarks on
the floor this morning. I was going to
start out by talking about hostage tak-
ing, how it is never pretty and it is al-
ways unfair. The innocents are penal-
ized for something they had nothing to
do with. I was not aware at that time
of what the lead editorial in the Wash-
ington Post was going to be today.
They say ‘‘The Government as Stage
Prop.’’

They start out saying almost the
same words:

Hostage-taking is an ugly business. It
doesn’t matter what the cause. Innocent peo-
ple are seized and used as pawns; they be-
come political trading stamps whose welfare
is exchanged for things the hostage-taker
could not win by normal means. That, even
more than the mindlessness, the waste (in
the supposed cause of economy in govern-
ment), the inconvenience and the instances
of outright harm to unpaid workers and
unserved citizens alike, is what is finally
wrong with the current Government shut-
down.

I will not read the rest of the edi-
torial. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD at the end of
my remarks, along with another enclo-
sure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, innocents

are being penalized for something with
which they had nothing to do. Congress
protects its own income, of course. We
do not give up any of the $133,600 a
year, but for those making $33,000 a
year, it makes all the difference in the
world, and this because one small
group thinks that they, and only they,
have the wisdom on how this Govern-
ment should go and that they can dic-
tate the future of this Nation.

We elect 535 people to the Congress of
the United States, and what a charade
it is that just a small group thinks
that they can shut down everything
and bring such pressure that the rest of
Government, everyone else who is
elected to Government will give in and
say, ‘‘OK, this is getting so bad that we
give in to your unfair tactics.’’

Why do we get into this mess? Let us
go back just a few years and see what
happened. Let us go back to the his-
tory. Let us ‘‘go to the tape,’’ as they
say on the sports broadcasts.

Did Democratic problems contribute
to some of the situation we are in now?
Why, of course it did. Back some years
ago, we had an economy that was not
as well managed as it should have been.
We wound up at one time with 21-per-
cent interest rates and 17-percent infla-
tion rates, and that lead to what was
called the ‘‘Reagan revolution.’’ That
revolution came in with an experiment
in supply-side economics, as it was
called then, that did not work, and we
can show that.

In the years 1981, 1982 and 1983, we
cut taxes by 25 percent—5 percent the
first year, 10 percent the second year,

10 percent the third year. This was sup-
posed to result in more investment and
such an increase in the economy of this
country that new revenues were going
to more than make up the losses from
those tax cuts.

It flat did not work. When it started,
we had, from George Washington
through to the end of the administra-
tion of Jimmy Carter, $1 trillion in na-
tional debt. What do we have now? In
the few short years since that experi-
ment in supply-side economics, we
have seen the debt skyrocket. We have
added $3.9 trillion—$3.9 trillion—in the
last few years. It will be just a short
time until we hit a total debt of some
$5 trillion.

Entitlement growth has contributed
to that, of course. Were we prompt in
taking action to slow some of these
things down, in Medicare, Medicaid,
and welfare? No, we probably were not.
But does that mean we dump the whole
of the programs and just stop Govern-
ment now?

I know from talking personally with
President Clinton on a trip he made to
Ohio that first priority of the new ad-
ministration was get control of the
economy. Otherwise, all the other
things would not be possible.

What did he do? He came out with a
program then, and it was a program
that has had considerable success, in
spite of the fact it seems to be men-
tioned only rarely these days. About
half of it came in cuts in programs and
about half of it came in some tax res-
toration, to restore some of those tax
cuts that had happened under the
Reagan administration and went too
far. President Clinton, to his everlast-
ing credit, had the fortitude to go
ahead and make some changes in those
programs and restore some of the tax
rate that could bring us back into bal-
ance.

We remember that day on the Senate
floor very well in the summer of 1993.
When the effort was made to pass the
Clinton program, we had complete op-
position on the other side, both in the
Senate and in the House. It was a very
dramatic moment when the Vice Presi-
dent, sitting as President of the Sen-
ate, broke the 50–50 tie and put the ad-
ministration’s program into effect.

Now, every single Republican Mem-
ber of the House and every single Re-
publican Member of the Senate voted
against that proposal to move toward a
balanced budget. Every single one.
There were no cries then about the bal-
anced budget and so on. It was a com-
plete stonewalling of the President’s
efforts to get us headed toward a bal-
anced budget. Did it work, or did it not
work in the ensuing years, since 1993?
Let us look at the record.

At the time the President made his
proposal and at the time that we voted
the program in, the budget deficit, per
year, was running right at $300 billion.
Last year, what was the record? The
program was working. The budget defi-
cit went down to $246 billion per year.

Last year, the record is that it went
down to $162 billion. So we were on the

right path—without any major revolu-
tion, without dumping whole programs
of Government. We were tailoring them
back.

I know from my own personal experi-
ence, because I was chairman of the
Governmental Affairs Committee and I
was assigned billions of dollars to cut
back on programs that did not have
that big a budget, and we did it. It was
tough and we made some very, very
tough decisions at that time. That was
opposed by every single Republican
Member of the Congress, in the Senate
and in the House. They said, ‘‘We can-
not restore any of those tax cuts. We
cannot come up with any tax increase
at all.’’ That was the rationale for
most of the opposition.

Well, it did work. We have been on a
track down where the budget deficit
has been declining in each one of those
years. Where was the Republican inter-
est in the balanced budget? Did any-
body ever say a good thing on this floor
about what was happening as a result
of those tough votes we made in the
summer of 1993?

We need to keep going with those re-
ductions. I agree with that. It has lev-
eled off somewhat. Some of the pre-
dictions indicate that it will be $150 to
$200 billion as far as the eye can see. So
we need to make an effort to keep cut-
ting those down and do it not by some
great revolution but by the evolution
that has been successfully started.

It is said that we have to transfer all
these responsibilities to the States.
Some should be transferred to the
States; I agree with that. But I also say
that these proposals to shut down the
Government are not affecting only
Federal employees, as has been pointed
out on the floor here this morning,
they also impact the people on welfare,
children, the poor, and the care for the
elderly.

Here are a few examples of how the
people of this country are being im-
pacted, and this is not just Govern-
ment employees, as important as that
may be.

We have some 54,000 Federal employ-
ees in the State of Ohio. All of those
are not affected by this, but I will use
that figure. I do not have a breakdown
on how many exactly are impacted. We
cannot get information because the ap-
propriate offices that would provide
that information are closed down.

These Federal employees are impor-
tant to us in Ohio. But, Mr. President,
regarding care for the elderly, 600,000
elderly Americans face the potential of
losing their services of Meals On
Wheels, transportation, and personal
care provided by the Department of
Health and Human Services, if a CR is
not passed this week. This covers pro-
tection and services for children, un-
employment insurance, securities mar-
kets, and so many other areas that are
affecting every single American, not
just the Federal employees, right now.

So what we need to do is say to our
colleagues over in the House that
‘‘enough is enough,’’ as the majority



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 11January 3, 1996
leader has said. Enough is enough, and
it is time that we got on with not only
putting Federal employees back to
work but rendering the services that
the American people expect and are
paying for and should have.

Over in the House, the Speaker has
said that the crown jewel is the tax
cut. That comes out of Medicare, as I
see it, some $270 billion. They say you
cannot equate that. If you cannot
equate it directly from Medicare to the
tax cut, that means we are borrowing
$245 billion to give a tax cut. We are
borrowing the money to give a tax cut.
I disagree with President Clinton’s pro-
posal on a lesser tax cut, also. I do not
believe any tax cut at this time is nec-
essary. Borrowing to give tax cuts is
pure folly, as I see it.

The social fabric of this Nation
should not be changed by a revolution
dictated by a few, but by evolution,
slower change, which lets people adapt,
whether it be the elderly, children, the
sick, the poor, those who need Medic-
aid. To just throw this back to the
States and say that we will give you a
bag of money, but we are going to put
a much greater increase on require-
ments that you have to comply with,
makes the biggest mockery of the un-
funded mandates legislation we passed
earlier this year than I can possibly
think of. So we are giving them respon-
sibilities, a little bit of money, and
saying, ‘‘Good luck to you.’’

Mr. President, I think we need a
clean CR, again, that the House will
accept. We have narrowed this down to
where it is time that the House of Rep-
resentatives and their group of
diehards gave in a little bit and decide
that we can negotiate these changes
and put the Government back to work.

I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 3, 1996]
THE GOVERNMENT AS STAGE PROP

Hostage-taking is an ugly business. It
doesn’t matter what the cause. Innocent peo-
ple are seized and used as pawns; they be-
come political trading stamps whose welfare
is exchanged for things the hostage-taker
could not win by normal means. That, even
more than the mindlessness, the waste (in
the supposed cause of economy in govern-
ment), the inconvenience and the instances
of outright harm to unpaid workers and
unserved citizens alike, is what is finally
wrong with the current government shut-
down.

Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole was try-
ing again last night to find the formula to
reopen temporarily. Good for him; it’s the
right position; and he takes it at a certain
cost. Speaker Newt Gingrich said it would be
‘‘very hard’’ to find the necessary votes in
the House without a budget agreement. Does
he really lack the power to produce such a
limited result? Sen. Phil Gramm, mean-
while, one of Sen. Dole’s rivals for the Re-
publican presidential nomination, spoke for
the vaudeville wing of the party. He is one of
those who, over the years, have found it con-
venient to make almost a cartoon of the fed-
eral government.

It’s a straw-man style of politics. First you
portray the awful thing, then you run
against it, and no matter if the portrayal
bears scant relation to the reality. ‘‘I do

think we’ve discovered one thing,’’ he said
on television Sunday, ‘‘and that is, Have you
missed the government? I mean, doesn’t it
strike you funny that 280,000 government
employees are furloughed, large segments of
the government are shut down? I think this
proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that we
need to go back and eliminate 150,000 to
200,000 bureaucratic positions.’’ Mr. Gramm
and others thus use the government as a
stage prop. Rather than make the decisions
they ought to be making—ought in fact to
have made weeks ago—both parties are using
it, or the lack of it, to score political points
and gain leverage in the underlying budget
talks, even as they also scramble to avoid
the blame for the spectacle they have jointly
achieved. We have a suggestion for them.
They ought to reopen the closed agencies
while they talk, since in fact they do finally
seem to be talking. It’s a nasty game, the
shutdown, and it’s gone on long enough.

EFFECTS OF THE GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN,
TUESDAY, JANUARY 2, 1996

Congressional Republicans, by refusing to
approve funds even for the short term, are
forcing a continued shutdown of the govern-
ment. The continuing shutdown is causing
increasingly severe hardships for millions of
Americans who: depend on government serv-
ices; serve the public as federal employees
and contractors; and are impacted by the
economic spin-off effects of reduced govern-
ment activity.

EFFECTS OF THE CONTINUING SHUTDOWN ON
AVERAGE AMERICANS

Care for the elderly: 600,000 elderly Ameri-
cans face the potential of losing their serv-
ices of ‘‘Meals on Wheels,’’ transportation
and personal care provided by HHS if a CR is
not passed this week.

Protection and services for children: As of
today, states will lose $74 million in quar-
terly grants for discretionary child protec-
tion programs, which help states respond to
more than 2.5 million reported cases of child
maltreatment each year. In addition, the
Federal Parent Locator Service, to which
20,000 child support cases per day on average
are referred, is closed.

Unemployment insurance: By the end of
this week, 11 states (plus DC and the VI) will
have exhausted Federal funds for administer-
ing the unemployment insurance program
(New Jersey, Alabama, Rhode Island, Ten-
nessee, Kansas, Alaska, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Utah, New Mexico). In
order to keep unemployment offices open,
states will have to fill the gap with their
own funds. Otherwise, unemployment offices
would have to close and benefit payments
would cease. Kansas has already closed its
unemployment office.

Securities markets: The SEC’s funds are
expected to be exhausted by the end of next
week, causing delays in review of an esti-
mated three-fourths of pending and new SEC
filings for the month of January. A delay in
review of filings for initial public offerings,
mergers and acquisitions, and filings for new
debt or stock offerings would eventually im-
pact the flow of corporate financing and cap-
ital formation.

Home-buyers: Each day of the shutdown,
the Federal Housing Administration cannot
process 2,500 home purchase loans and
refinancings ($200 million of mortgage loans)
for moderate- and low-income working fami-
lies.

Protection of workers: Since the start of
the shutdown, over 1,000 workplace safety
complaints have gone unanswered and 3,500
investigations involving pension, health and
other employee benefit plans have been sus-
pended.

Environmental protection: All EPA non-
Superfund civil environmental enforcement

actions have stopped, costing $3 million a
day in fines or injunctive relief against pol-
luters; and as of today, up to 32 Superfund
cleanups will be shut down.

District of Columbia: The December 22 CR
expires tomorrow which will continue the
uncertainty over how DC can continue to op-
erate its services.

Passports: Each day, the State Department
can’t process 23,000 applications for passports
that it would normally receive.

Programs for Native Americans: The Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs cannot make general
assistance payments due to about 53,000 In-
dian families and individuals, or to guard-
ians and foster families that care for about
3,000 Indian children.

Veterans: While the December 22 CR pro-
vided funding for certain benefits and pay-
ments, it expires tomorrow; consequently,
contractors providing services and supplies
to hospitals will not be paid, and benefits for
January will not be paid on February 1 in
the absence of a CR. In addition, approxi-
mately 170,000 veterans did not receive their
December Montgomery GI Bill education
benefits and will not receive benefits in Jan-
uary. Funding has also lapsed for processing
veterans’ claims for educational and reha-
bilitation counseling, and enabling veterans
to obtain VA guaranteed home loans.

Small businesses: Each day of the shut-
down, over 260 small businesses are not re-
ceiving SBA-guaranteed financing; and 1,200
small business owners are not receiving
SBA-sponsored training and counseling nor-
mally available to them.

National parks/forests and related busi-
nesses: Each day, an average of 383,000 people
cannot visit National Parks. Potential per
day losses for businesses in communities ad-
jacent to National Parks could reach $14 mil-
lion, due to reduced recreational tourism.

Foreign visitors: Each day, the State De-
partment cannot issue 20,000 visas to visi-
tors, who normally spend an average of $3,000
on their trips.

Export promotion: On an average day—ex-
port licenses with a value of $30.5 million
that would otherwise have been approved by
the Bureau of Export Administration will
not be acted upon; more than $92 million in
sales of U.S. products are blocked due to in-
ability to process license applications; and
more than 2,500 telephone calls and faxes
from U.S. businesses seeking export informa-
tion are not being answered.

EFFECTS ON FEDERAL WORKERS

Due to Congress’ failure to approve short-
term funds, beginning last Friday, December
29, about three-quarters-of-a-million Federal
employees have received only half their
usual pay.

They received pay for December 10 to 15,
but not December 16 to 23.

Unless the Congress approves funding by
late this week, emergency and furloughed
employees will not receive pay for the cur-
rent pay period on time (i.e., next week).

480,000 emergency workers are working,
and the government is obligated to pay
them, but they can’t be paid until Congress
approves funds to end the shutdown (includes
federal law enforcement officials, prison
guards, and nurses at Veterans Hospitals).

280,000 non-emergency workers are cur-
rently furloughed and not being paid (and
have no guarantee they will receive back pay
unless Congress acts to approve back pay).

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana is recognized.
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DO WHAT IS RIGHT FOR AMERICA
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I was

elected to Congress in 1980. I took of-
fice in January 1981. At that time, dur-
ing that election, there was some view
that it was a major election. Ronald
Reagan was elected President, and a
number of changes took place that
were viewed then as historic. Repub-
licans took control of the U.S. Senate
for the first time since 1954. Repub-
licans did not take control of the
House of Representatives but in a sense
they gained working control because
they elected a significant number of
new Members and, joining with con-
servative Democrats, they formed a
working majority that passed some
very significant legislation.

One of the primary issues, if not the
primary issue, of that election year
and the agenda that was proposed and
adopted in part during that 95th Con-
gress was the whole question that we
are debating here today and this year,
which is, what is the size of Govern-
ment? What is the scope of Govern-
ment? Is Government too big? Does it
try to do too much? Does it overregu-
late, overspend, overtax? What is the
proper role of Government?

David Stockman, then Director of
the Office of Management and Budget
for then President Reagan, proposed a
plan to begin to trim back some of the
spending of Government. There was an
outcry from the American people. It
was the issue of the year. When we
compare what was then proposed with
the magnitude of the problem then ver-
sus what is proposed today and the
magnitude of the problem today, it is
seen as a very, very minor, almost in-
consequential, proposal, in retrospect.

That debate, in one form or another,
has been taking place now for the past
decade and a half. In a growing sense of
frustration, I think the American peo-
ple are viewing the Congress as incapa-
ble of really addressing the fundamen-
tal core issues, of really doing some-
thing that makes a difference. I do not
know how many times we have prom-
ised a balanced budget through plans
that have been offered by Members
from both sides, by both parties. But it
was said, ‘‘This is the plan that will
balance the budget.’’

We had, of course, the 1981 and 1982
legislation. We had the 1983 Social Se-
curity legislation, which is probably
the closest we came to making a policy
change that substantially made a dif-
ference in the way we spend money. We
had the 1986 agreement, the 1988 agree-
ment, the 1993 agreement. Each agree-
ment, Members stood on the floor and
said this will do the job. We have fi-
nally stepped up to the plate, and we
have done what the American people
have asked us to do. We go home and
campaign on it. This is the real bal-
anced budget. Gramm–Latta I, Gramm–
Latta II—we have been through it all.
There is plenty of blame to spread as to
why this was not accomplished.

The Senator from Ohio talked about
tax cuts that were proposed and those

were attempts to address the question
of more and more hard-earned money
from those who are in the work force
being siphoned off to Government—
whether Federal, State, local, or sales
tax, or excise tax, or whatever—and
also an attempt to dry up the supply of
money coming from taxes, to try to
slow down the spending. We can argue
whether that was proper strategy or
not.

I do not think anybody would argue
the fact that we have seen the national
debt accelerate from a $1 trillion level
when I came to Congress in 1981, to
nearly $5 trillion level, a 500-percent
increase in just this short decade and a
half, that the solution would have been
$4 trillion of additional taxes out of the
American taxpayers pockets. I do not
think anybody is advocating that as
the solution.

So now here we are with this ever-ac-
celerating frustration on the part of
the American people, cynicism, apathy,
distrust of this institution’s ability to
successfully address this problem. Here
we are, now, in 1995, having spent this
last year primarily attempting to ad-
dress this question.

We had, again, what many would call
a historic election in 1994. As the
American people exercised their frus-
tration with the status quo, their frus-
tration with the way that the Congress
was addressing the question, the fun-
damental question, of what the role of
Government is and its ever-expanded
expenditure that was placing our Na-
tion’s economic future in jeopardy and,
I think, violated the basic moral re-
sponsibility that many people feel we
have, and that is to not continue to
pass on debt for the enjoyment of ex-
penditures, the utilization of expendi-
tures for our own enjoyment in the
present, paid for by someone else’s
earnings in the future.

I argue that there is an economic ne-
cessity for our getting hold of this
ever-accelerating rate of growth in the
Government and that there is a moral
requirement placed on each of us to do
what I think each of us knows is the
right thing to do, and that is not to
enjoy the benefits of this society that
the Federal Government can provide to
us in the form of payments and bene-
fits to the extent that it places an ex-
traordinary debt load and obligation on
the future. That is one of the most
basic principles of life: Delaying grati-
fication so that you do the things that
are necessary now to provide for a bet-
ter result in the future. We have robbed
our children of this lesson. We have
demonstrated to them, I think, a great
irresponsibility in terms of the way in
which we handle our Nation’s finances.

Now, all of this came to a head early
on when we debated the balanced budg-
et amendment, because many of us
stood here and argued, having gone
through all this statutory process, this
process of will, if we just work hard
enough with it we are able to deal with
this problem; having gone through that
several times and failed miserably,

that only a constitutional mandate to
balance the budget would accomplish
what we were seeking to accomplish.

That was supported, largely by Re-
publicans but also by a significant
number of Democrats, and failed by
one vote. It was the greatest dis-
appointment of my time in Congress to
lose that by one vote, because as I
spoke here, I said I doubt that we will
ever have on a sustained basis the will
to do what is fiscally responsible on a
year-after-year basis, because the po-
litical requirement, or at least the po-
litical temptation to please constitu-
ents now and worry about paying for it
in the future is so great that it will
continue to drive us toward providing
more and more benefits and less and
less personal responsibility in terms of
asking people to pay for those benefits
in the here and now.

Because the Government has the
ability to float debt and postpone re-
payment of those obligations, the po-
litical temptation to sort of please
those people you represent now so that
you can get elected at the next election
and worry about repayment of that or
putting the hard questions before the
people we represent, that is always de-
ferred.

Now, in 1994 I think that frustration,
as I said, boiled over. We had a dra-
matic change in the representation in
the House of Representatives and, I
think, a very strong mandate from the
American people that they wanted
something different than the status
quo. They wanted the real thing. In re-
sponse to many who said, ‘‘Well, I’m
not voting for this balanced budget be-
cause it doesn’t have an exception for
this, an exception for that, and, be-
sides, we shouldn’t have to rely on the
Constitution to make us do what we
know is right. We should have the will
to do it ourselves. So let’s forget the
mandatory constitutional requirement
and let’s go forward by exercising our
own personal will and do what we know
is right.’’ That is what the attempt has
been all this year.

Here we are. Now it is 1996. We were
not able do that in 1995. We are arguing
over small numbers and details and
large numbers and details, but we are
not focusing our efforts on the core
concepts.

The Senator from New Hampshire
came down here a few moments ago
and redirected our attention back to
what I think are the basics, what
should be the basics of this debate. In-
stead of focusing on those basics, we
are focusing on whether or not a Fed-
eral employee should be paid for work
that they are doing now, whether they
should be held hostage to this process,
what the impact is on people and their
families, and that impact is real. How-
ever, it does not address the core de-
bate.

Mr. President, it seems to me our op-
tions are somewhat limited at this
point. We can talk about this endlessly
and posture and get spins out of the
White House and spins out of Congress.
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This can go on and on and on and on,
or we can simply say, ‘‘Look, there is a
basic principle involved here. We all
know it requires major policy changes,
or we will just simply be back here 2
years from now arguing the same
thing.’’

We all know, as the Senator from
New Hampshire said, unless we address
the three basic programs of Medicare,
Medicaid, and welfare reform and
change policies that drive that spend-
ing and decouple the entitlement from
the automatic spending train, we will
not have achieved success in balancing
the budget. I think everybody under-
stands and knows that. Yet, we are now
addressing that or focusing on that
question.

I do not know what the solution is,
Mr. President. Maybe it is to require
that the President of the United
States, the leader of the Senate, and
the Speaker of the House be sent to
Dayton, locked up at Wright Patterson
Air Force Base—as were the Bosnian
factions, leaders of the Bosnian war-
ring factions; they have been at war
with each other for 600 years, and being
locked up at Dayton produced a result
most thought would not happen—per-
haps locking up the three leaders of
our Government in Dayton, cutting off
and saying, ‘‘No Larry King, you can-
not read any newspapers, you cannot
take any polls, you cannot watch the
television, you cannot go to Hilton
Head to play golf, and you cannot go to
New Hampshire and campaign until
you do what is right for America,’’
maybe that is the solution. I do not
know.

Doing what is right for America is
what ought to be driving us in this de-
bate. I think we all know what is right
for this economy and what is right for
the President and what is right for the
future. I think we all know or we
should know that unless we address
these fundamental changes in the way
in which this Government spends
money and we put some restraint and
control on that, we will not succeed
and we will be back here arguing the
same thing.

I regret the Federal workers are out
of work. There are a lot of people out
of work. AT&T just announced they are
going to lay off 40,000 people, so it is
not just the Federal workers. In de-
fense of the House Republicans, they
are using the only leverage they have
against the President. It has not
worked very well because the Presi-
dent’s spin has captured the headlines
and their spin—the Republican House
has not captured headlines with that.

I have probably gone over my time. I
appreciate the patience of the Chair
and my colleagues. I will have more to
say about this later, but I do think we
ought to focus on the basic issues and
I do think, despite what the polls say
and despite what the phone calls say,
we ought to do what we believe is right
for America.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.

THE IRRESPONSIBLE COURSE OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today we are in the 19th day of the
longest Government shutdown in the
Nation’s history. Let me begin, as oth-
ers have here today, by commending
the majority leader for his action yes-
terday in bringing to a vote, here in
the Senate, a continuing resolution to
restore funding for the ongoing oper-
ation of the Government. I frankly re-
gret that it took us 18 days to have
that continuing resolution brought to
the Senate floor. But, regardless, I was
very pleased to see that action by the
majority leader yesterday. I also com-
mend all Senators for agreeing to the
passage of the continuing resolution. I
think we all know that under Senate
rules, any Senator could have objected
and could have kept that measure from
passing in yesterday’s session. It says
something about the merits of this
issue, this issue of the Government
shutdown, that every single Senator
agreed to allow that bill to pass.

Today, the House of Representatives
will have to decide whether it, too, will
pass the continuing resolution that we
passed yesterday in the Senate, wheth-
er it will pass that resolution so it can
be signed by the President and so that
funding can be restored to the Govern-
ment or, in the alternative, whether
the House of Representatives will con-
tinue in what I believe is the irrespon-
sible course that it has pursued, now,
for several weeks.

Since this second shutdown of the
Government began, I have spoken three
times on the Senate floor. Each time I
have denounced the refusal of the Con-
gress to fund the Government as irre-
sponsible. I have denounced it as being
an abuse of power by the Congress and
an abrogation of responsibility by the
majority here in Congress. I believe
very strongly that the Founding Fa-
thers who wrote the Constitution ex-
pected more responsible conduct by the
later generations who would serve in
this Congress. I believe very strongly
that the American people deserve more
responsible conduct by their elected of-
ficials.

But I will not repeat today all the ar-
guments that I made in the previous
days. Instead, what I want to say today
is that today, each Member of the
House of Representatives should be
given the opportunity to vote on
whether or not to restore funding for
the normal operation of Government.
Let the people’s elected Representa-
tives vote on whether they believe that
Government should be shut down or we
should restore that funding.

I saw the Speaker of the House made
a statement yesterday that he did not
know whether the votes were there, in
the House, and he doubted that the
votes were there in the House to pass
the continuing resolution that we
passed here in the Senate. It is very
simple to determine that. Just put the
question to a vote. Let each Member
come on the floor of the House and cast

his or her vote and answer to his or her
constituents for that vote.

The people’s elected Representatives
need to decide whether the Congress
should continue to withhold funds
needed to process student loans for this
next semester of school. They need to
decide whether it is proper for Congress
to keep the campgrounds and monu-
ments and visitors centers closed in
our national forests and our national
parks. They need to decide whether
they want to continue withholding
funds that are needed to process the
23,000 passport applications that are re-
ceived each day by the State Depart-
ment, that were received yesterday,
that will be received again today. And
they need to vote on whether the Con-
gress wants to withhold one-half of the
pay of three-quarters of a million Fed-
eral workers or, in fact, withhold the
pay of that entire group, entirely, for
the month of January—which I under-
stand will be the case unless some con-
tinuing resolution is passed.

People deserve to know how their
elected Representatives stand on these
issues. I know the response that some
Republican House Members will give.
They will refuse to vote for funding the
Government and explain their position
by invoking their earnest desire to get
to a balanced budget. So let me re-
spond to that just very briefly.

First of all, the issue of whether Con-
gress shares with the President the ob-
ligation of maintaining the functioning
of Government is a separate question
from whether we ought to commit our-
selves to reach a balanced budget at
some future date. I believe strongly
that the Congress does share that obli-
gation to maintain a functioning Gov-
ernment and it is not an obligation
that can be ducked by Members of Con-
gress by simply changing the subject.

A second point is the obvious one
that we are not going to bring the
budget into balance this year. Nobody
has stated that we could bring the
budget into balance this year. The
Speaker of the House has not claimed
that, Senator DOLE does not claim
that, President Clinton has not
claimed that. If everything works per-
fectly, the best that we could hope for
is that if the Government takes certain
steps during the next 7 years, and if the
economy acts in certain ways during
the next 7 years, that that combined
result will get us to a balanced budget
in the year 2002. So, those Congressmen
and Senators, previously Senators, who
insist on keeping the Government shut
until the Government gets to a bal-
anced budget will have a long time to
wait.

Congress meets every year. We pass
new budget bills every year. We pass
new appropriations bills every year.
None of what we do around here is chis-
eled in granite. All of it is subject to
change during this next 7 years. So we
need to get on with our business. And
part of our business and part of our re-
sponsibility is to restore funding for
the normal functioning of Government.
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